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REMARKS 

Claims 64-86 are pending in the present application. In the above ainehdment&% claims 
64. 72, 77 ana &2 nave been amendeo. 

Appiu «.} f\ fcspc- tndf, K-^f o"i{ !(> fin i)i c 1 fo/i 

Oa/m Rejectiom ~ 3S VSC§ 103 

Cia.m^ 64-69, 71-75, 77-80 and 82-85 wcic rejected under 35 US C. §103{a^ aj. being 
allegedy unpatentable over U.S< Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0141591 to Hawkes et 
al (the 1 lawkes application piibbcatton) m \iev^f of U S Patent Application Fuhhcatio i No 
2006/0!6f5446 to Ahonen et a' ( he A noner application f loim'; 0 o SI ^ d 86 

were leiectod um'or I s C §iO^(a) as beirt" J ouulU inpainii^bk ■>\' \k 'lavkes 
applK p Hjca Kn\ m ■sfs.w tlic Ahoneu appicauoi nuh'5v.ctK> aid lus Kj n of 
Applied Cryj'>togiaphy, Second Eaition by Bruce Sehneiei (the Scnneier punhcatson) 

The rejection of elaini 64 as allegedly unpatentable over the Hawkes application 
publication m view of the Ahonen apphcation publication is respectf uilv traversed. Glaini 64, as 
amended, recites a method for hroadeasting encrypted multimedia content irom a content 
provider to a pkra'Uy of autlioriZed termmals o\et tiie air, compnsmg each termirai forwarding 
a 111 ique p ib k kt v over the air to the content pnAidet, \vherem each terminal has a mobile 
eqxnpmeint and has a secure processina; uivu that securely stores a umque privatt; kt^y, 
concispondiiU tu t'le unique puDiK key sui^h that the um4ue pnvjt,; kcs hO* v.lvs I u tixc 
mobile equipment ot tlic r<^spcctnc terminal user, the se».ur-.* iiocv^sin-^ ui i ,iiovidcs more 
bccuro ke\ storage than the mobile equipment, the secure piocessmg umi has pioccsbiug powei 
sufficient to deciypt a broadcast access key and to generate a shoit term key. the scaire 
pioccising unit loos i oi bd\ t processing power sufficient to decrypt muhimedia content, and the 
broadcist access is enci\^-'tcd b% the content providei usmsr *he unique public kc^"? of each of 
the rL. pcctuf lti u K o au^'lu i/e Me --espt^tnc tetani' *o jcLti\v ttunpteJ muhimi-dn 
^^ortcpt Su^i| . it joi tht- .'me-^aiTCPJs to Uatm 64 ma) be located m the o igin ! speei^ e ion 
page I t, lines 17-24, and page 12. lines 6-14. 
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Applicaiits assert tiiat the Hawkes j>ublication and t3ie Ahonen publication Ml to show a 
secure processing imit that securely stores a uniqwe private key such that the ujiiqiie private key is 
aot accessible to the mobile etjmpirient where the secure processing uhit provides more secure 
key storage than the mobile (jquipmeiDt, and where the secure processing unit has processmg 
power sufficient to decrypt a broa4Gast access key and to generate a short term kej', and doss not 
have processing power sufficient to decrypt muUimedia content. 

The Examiner indicates that the Hawkes publication "lacks each teniiinals forwarding a 
unique public key over the air to the content provider and lacks wherein tiie secuie processitig 
unit stores a unique private key (instead of Hawkes's RK)* correspondittg to the unique public 
key." See, Office Action, page 5, lines 13-15. The Examiner further observes that the Ahonen 
publication teaches *'eaeh terminal stores a private key eorresponding to the unique public key 
(tenninal creates a signature using the private fcey. ^38' & if42, showing that the tenninal stores 
the private key)." See, Office Action, page S, hhes 17-19. 

AppHcants assert that the Ahonen publication fails to retnedy the disclosure deficiencies 
of the Hawkes publication. The Ahonen publication merely discloses use of tlie private key 
witliout disclosing secure storage of the private key in a secure processing unit that provides 
more secure ke>* storage than the mobile equipment, and that does not have processing jpower 
sufficient to decrypt multimed:ia content. 

For these reasons, Applicants respectfully assert that claim 64 recites patentable advanGes 
over the HaWkes application publication in view of the .AhGhen appHcation, mid respectfully 
request the rciections of claim 64 be withdrawii. 

It is respectfully submitted that dependent claims 65"69 and 71 are at least allowable for 
tiie reasons given above in relation to independent claim 64, 

Claims 72-75 J 77-SO and 82-S5 aie integrated circuit, machine readable medium, and 
appamtus claims having featiajes defthed by language similar to that of method claims 64-S9 and 
71 , Accordingly, for the reasons recited above with respect to claims 64-69 and 71, claims 72- 
75, 77-80 and 82-85 defme patentable advances over the Hawkes application publication iri view 
of the .Alionen apphcation, and the rejections of claims 72-75, 77-80 and 82-8| should be 
withdrawn. 
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1 he rejections of claims: 70, 70, 81 and S6 as being unpatentable over the liawkes 
application publication in view of the Ahonen application publication, and txinher in view of tlie 
Schneier publication, are respectfijlly traversed. Claims 70, 76, 81 and 86 inairporate all of the 
features of independent claims 64, 72, 77 and 82, respectively. Applicants assert that the 

Sckneier publication fails to reniedy the disciosure deficiencies of the Hawkes and Ahonen 
patent pubiicolions as described above with respect to claim 64, Accordijigly, AppHcanus 
respectfully request tlie Examiner to withtkaw the rejections of claims 70, 76, 8J aiid 86. 



In view of the foregoing^. Applicants subtnit that all pending claims in the application are 
patentable. Accordingly, reconsideration and allowance of tllis application are earnestly 
solicit-etl Should any issues remain um-esolved, tlie Exaininer is encouraged to telephone tlie 
undersigned at the number provided below. 



Ql \LCOMM h^corporatcu 
577f> .Moichcisc DiiNC 
San DiCi:o, Cahiounr. ^^.'^ ' 2 1 
Tekphoac iN^H) n5K-=i'^ST 
Facsimile o58~?.502 



REQUEST FOR ALLOWANCE 



Respectiiilly submitted, 



Dated: January 7, 2010 




Won Tae C. Kim, Reg, # 40,457 
{858)651 -6295 
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